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Preface
For the past two decades interested persons have noted significant
changes taking place in the rural areas of Louisiana. These changes,
apparently, were tied rather closely to an increased use of machines by
farmers. Lacking empirical evidence, however, observers could only spec-
ulate with regards to causal relations. This study, made under the super-
vision of the Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station, is an attempt
to provide, in a systematic and meaningful form, factual data for inter-
pretations of the above nature. It is primarily addressed to those persons
at the local, state, and regional level who have an interest in or a re-
sponsibility for agricultural planning programs. It is hoped, however,
that many other persons will find the material presented of value.
The exploratory nature of the study precluded thorough analysis
of any single association or change which is pointed out. Such, in fact,
would not have been realistic in view of the need of specialized studies
for basic groundwork upon which to build. It is hoped, however, that
more intensive study of particular phenomenon, called attention to by the
present report, will be forthcoming.
The information for this study was obtained for the most part from
the Federal Census and a Field Survey. It is discussed under three broad
subjects. The first deals with the advent and progress of agricultural
mechanization in the various areas of the state. This part of the report
presents the particular state or stage of agricultural mechanization in
each parish within Louisiana. The second topic discussed is the motivat-
ing forces in and reactions to mechanization. This section concerns itself
with the reasons why farmers have or have not mechanized and the reac-
tions of both farm operators and non-operators to mechanization. The
third major discussion topic deals with mechanization and its relation
to social change. It devotes itself to the inter-connection between the
coming of machines and socio-economic changes, as well as to social change
in rural areas per se.
The efforts of many persons, in one way or another, have contrib-
uted to the preparation of this report. Special thanks are due Director
\V. G. Taggart of the Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station who
made the study possible and continually expedited its progress; Dr. T.
Lynn Smith, former Head of the Departments of Sociology and Rural
Sociology at Louisiana State University, who originally conceived the
idea for the study and set it up as a research project; Dr. Homer L. Hitt,
Head of the Departments of Sociology and Rural Sociology at Louisiana
State University, who made numerous and indispensable contributions of
all kinds throughout the course of the study; and Dr. Paul H. Price of
the Department of Rural Sociology who gave valuable editorial assistance
and encouragement to the writer. To these, and all the others who have
helped in any way to bring the report to a successful completion, the
author wishes to express his sincere thanks.
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Agricultural Mechanization and Social Change
in Rural Louisiana
By Alvin L. Bertrand
Departme;it of Rural Sociology
Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station
I. INTRODUCTION
Agriculture in the South is in an era of change. It is undergoing what
might well be termed a "technological" revolution. This fact has been
acknowledged by almost every writer or speaker on the southern region
within the last ten years. Observers, however, seemingly have been so
absorbed in the chronicling of this trend that they have, with few excep-
tions, overlooked causation and social and economic implications.^ Pres-
ent developments make it evident that the above considerations merit the
immediate attention of the social scientists of the region. This fact is
emphasized by Ogburn and Nimkoff. They state:
Mechanization is one of the most striking and pervasive phenomena of our
times. Unfortunately, its study has been neglected by the social sciences, which
have not sufficiently recognized that while technology itself belongs to the field of
the natural sciences, its far-reaching effects on social life make it a vital subject for
study by the social sciences.
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Already it is obvious that changing techniques in agriculture have dras-
tically altered the economic nature of farming itself and have been re-
sponsible for profound changes in rural social institutions. Over and be-
yond this, problems have appeared which stem from the dislocation of
populations. The above facts set the stage for the following research
report.
More specifically, the present study is an attempt to answer questions
in connection with the relatively sudden advent and spread of agricultural
mechanization in Louisiana. How quickly the change has come about may
1 The above does not mean to imply that there has been no study of the social
effects of the mechanization of southern agriculture. On the contrary, several schol-
ars have done commendable jobs of taking inventories of the immediate social effects
and of hypothesizing on possible changes of the future. For some examples, see:
C. Horace Hamilton, "The Social Effects of Recent Trends in the Mechanization of
Agriculture," Rural Sociology, IV (1939) , 3-19; Arthur Raper, "The Role of Agri-
cultural Technology in Southern Social Change," Social Forces, XXV (1946) , 21-30;
B. O. Williams, "The Impact of Mechanization of Agriculture on the Farm Popu-
lation and the South," Rural Sociology, IV (1939) , 300-313; Rupert Vance, All These
People, Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1945, and Wanted.-
The South's Future for the Nation, Atlanta: Southern Regional Council, 1946; and
Robert T. McMillan, Social Aspects of Farm Mechanization in Oklahoma, Stillwater:
Oklahoma Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin No. B-339, 1949.
2 William F. Ogburn and Meyer F. Nimkoff, Sociology, Second Edition, New York:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1950, p. 52.
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be seen in Table I, which shows the increase in the number of tractors
in the state in the last 15 years. Since this is one of the first works of its
kind to appear, the procedure is exploratory to a high degree. It is felt,
however, that sufficient information is presented to answer many of the
questions which have been raised. At the same time, the findings should
be useful in predicting trends—an important task—as mechanization in
the state is far from its peak and will presumably continue to advance at
a fairly rapid pace.
TABLE I. Changes in the Numbers of Tractors in Louisiana, 1930-1945
Census Year Number of Tractors Per Cent Increase




Source- Sixteenth Census of the United States, 1940, and United States Census of Agriculture, 1945.
Objectives
The major objectives of this study may be listed as follows: The
first was to discover how far mechanization had progressed in the various
areas of the state. Information of this sort is not only important to the
State Agricultural Extension Service and Agricultural Experiment Station
but to persons in private and public life concerned with Louisiana agri-
culture. Also, a knowledge of the extent and degree of mechanization in
each area of the state will shed light on the factors associated with the
acceptance and diffusion of technological improvements in rural areas of
the southern region.
The second purpose was to acquire information relative to underly-
ing causes for the rapid shift to mechanization by southern farmers.
In this connection, knowledge was sought at two levels, i.e., regional as
well as local. The aim was an understanding, not only of the over-all
developments related to the advent of machines in southern fields, but
the actual reasons of farm operators for mechanizing. Information on
reactions to mechanization was considered relevant in this connection.
Agriculturalists and others who possess this information will, of course, be
in an advantageous position to understand what has happened and in
appraising possible future changes on the farm scene.
A third objective, and perhaps the major one of the study, was to
find out, insofar as possible, the number and nature of socio-economic
changes in agricultural areas of Louisiana which are attributable to the
adoption of mechanical power on farms. It is known, as has been men-
tioned, that the abruptness and speed of southern agriculture's shift to
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machines has already created some problems and others may be antici-
pated. Such information, then, is of significant value to many people.
Finally, it was felt that there might exist certain social changes in
rural areas of Louisiana not clearly attributable to mechanization or, for
that matter, to any other single factor, yet representing phenomena of
great importance. Consequently one objective of the study was to point
out changes of a social nature occurring in the rural areas of the state. It
was believed that this objective could be carried out incidental to the pre-
sentation of the role of mechanization in social change. Such knowledge,
of course, is of use in appraising the sum total of change and can be inval-
uable to agricultural planners.
Methodology
Since this study is one of the first of its kind, there was little prece-
dence to follow. 3 The first task undertaken was the assembling and tabu-
lating of basic relevant data from the Federal Census. After review of
these materials, it was felt that many questions were not explained and
could only be answered by a field study. To determine what direction
such a study should take, a list of questions pertaining to the advent and
effects of mechanization and social change was sent to every county
agent in the state. The response to these questions was gratifying, and
ample information for the development of a field schedule was obtained.
Census data and county agent reports indicated wide differences in
degree of mechanization from one part of the state to another. There-
fore, it was deemed desirable to make a sounding in as many different
localities as possible. The problem was to select a valid and reliable
index of farm mechanization so that sample enumerations would repre-
sent the state or stage of mechanization in a given group of parishes
within the state. This problem was complicated by the fact that a realistic
definition of mechanization must include the shift from hand or horse
power to combustion engine or electric power in any part of the opera-
tion of the farms instead of just in the fields.
In the preliminary work to decide upon an appropriate index, many
measures of mechanization appearing in the 1945 Census of Agriculture
were tested. After careful analysis, it was decided that, in view of the
above definition of mechanization, no one index would suffice. Rather a
combination of two, the number of tractors per 1,000 acres of cropland
and the dollar valuation of implements and machinery per acre of crop-
land, was selected as most satisfactory. Acres of cropland instead of land
in farms was used as the bases of the indices because of the many acres of
land not utilized on some farms.
The procedure for determining Farm Mechanization Groups was
to array parishes according to the two indices named above and arbi-
trarily divide the 64 parishes of the state into four groups. The parishes
3 The most helpful study to the writer was McMillan, op. cit.
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having the highest indices were placed in Group I, those with the second
highest in Group II, those with the third highest in Group III, and those
with the smallest in Group IV. In the few parishes where the indices
indicated different categories, an intermediate position was selected. For
example, if the number of tractors per 1,000 acres of cropland indicated
Group I and the dollar valuation of implements and machinery per
cultivated acre indicated Group III, the parish was placed in Group II.
The parishes in each Mechanization Group are shown in Figure 1. Table
II shows the difference in numbers of tractors and value of implements
and machinery for each group.
It is interesting to note that, although there are clusters of parishes
in each Mechanization Group, individual parishes may differ consider-
ably in degree of mechanization from their neighbors. Also, it is signifi-
cant that certain parishes which have traditionally been looked upon as
the most highly mechanized in the state do not appear in Mechaniza-
tion Group I. The answer lies in the fact that averages for the parish
are used rather than for types of farms. For example, a few rice farms
in a given parish may be highly mechanized while the majority of gen-
eral farms in the parish are not.
As may be seen in Figure 1, the most highly mechanized parishes
of the state (Group I) center in what is commonly known as the Sugar
TABLE II. Number of Tractors and Value of Implements and Machinery Related







Group I 5.9 20.15
Group II 4.6 13.39
Group III 3.0 10.95
Group IV 1.4 7.26
Source: United States Census of Agriculture, 1945.
parishes of south Louisiana and include contiguous parishes in the
Truck and Citrus Belt. The two exceptions are the parishes of Rapides
in the central part of the state (a cane and cotton parish) and Tangi-
pahoa, in the southeastern part of the state (a small-fruit and dairying
parish) . The high concentration of mechanization in this part of south
Louisiana may come as a surprise to those persons accustomed to think-
ing of the southwest Louisiana rice areas as the most highly mechanized.
Actually, as has been pointed out, the large rice farms are highly mecha-
nized, but the small family farms scattered throughout the rice growing
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region are not. Thus, the average for the individual parishes is brought
down.
The second highest one-fourth of the parishes according to the
mechanization index (Group II) are somewhat scattered. One grouping
of these parishes is found along the Mississippi River in the area tradi-
tionally characterized as having a cotton-plantation economy. A second
concentration appears along the lower tier of the so-called Florida
parishes in southeast Louisiana. The latter is a region of family farms
growing specialized crops quite unlike the Mississippi River Delta Cot-
ton Area. Three of the rice parishes, Acadia, Vermilion, and Calcasieu,
and one bordering parish, Beauregard, are included in this group. Also
FIGURE 1. Map of Louisiana Showing the Parishes according to Mechanization
Group and the Location of the Four Survey Areas, 1950.
included is one family-farm parish. Grant, and one north Louisiana
fringe parish (located between the Upland Cotton and Mississippi Delta
Cotton Areas) , Ouachita.
The third highest one-fourth of the parishes (Group III) includes
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the remaining parishes of southwest Louisiana, the mixed-farming par-
ishes adjacent to the rice area, three Red River Delta parishes (Caddo,
Bossier, and Red River) , and four outer Mississippi River Delta par-
ishes (AVest Carroll, Richland, Franklin, and Avoyelles) .
All of the least mechanized parishes, except for three included in the
upper tier of the Florida parishes (East Feliciana, St. Helena, and
Washington) and one south central parish (Lafayette) are located in
the north and central Louisiana Hill and Cut-over areas. Cotton grow-
ing, subsistence and general farming, and forest-products industries are
the chief activities of the rural people in these regions.
To satisfy the requirement for obtaining a representative sample
in each group of parishes representing a particular state of mechaniza-
tion, the following procedure was used. Four circular survey areas with
a 30-mile radius were selected, each with its midpoint located as near
as possible to the center of the largest cluster of parishes falling in a
particular Mechanization Group. With the exception of a few persons
not available for interview, every farm operator and non-operator with
a 10-year history of continuous residence within the sample areas, re-
gardless of race, was interviewed by a carefully trained enumerator. In
this connection, it should be noted that operator and non-operator
schedules were of a necessity not identical. Many of the same questions
were asked each group of interviewees, however. The survey schedules
called for a considerable variety of information, although an attempt
was made to keep the time required for interviews reasonably short. Al-
together 485 schedules were taken. Of these, 275 were from farm opera-
tors and 210 from non-operators. The distribution of operator schedules
was as follows: 55 in Group I parishes, 54 in Group II parishes, 82 in
Group III parishes, and 84 in Group IV parishes. Sixty-three non-opera-
tor schedules were taken from Group I parishes, 72 from Group II
parishes, 35 from Group III parishes, and 40 from Group IV parishes.
The information obtained from the Census and the survey was sorted
and tabulated in the conventional manner. Comparisons by Mechaniza-
tion Groups are emphasized because these are considered the most sig-
nificant for the purposes of the study. In this connection, differentials
such as race, religion, etc., while not maintained in the data, are used
in making interpretations. Where comparable data from the Census
and the survey are available, both are used in the analysis for the sake
of a clearer and more up-to-date picture. The analysis is simple and
straightforward. For comparative purposes, the Census data for 1930
and 1945 are used whenever available, as this period is the most impor-
tant in the change to mechanization. Because of the facility with which
the presentation of data can be made by graphs, some of the information
is presented in this manner.
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II. MOTIVATING FORCES IN AND REACTIONS
TO MECHANIZATION
As has been observed, it is common knowledge that southern agri-
culturists had, for the most part, ignored machinery for many years
after mechanization had become widespread in other regions of the
United States. Why this should have been true is not too easily ex-
plained. There is evidence, however, that the lag was related to several
factors, including slavery, immigration differentials, the "factory" sys-
tem of the plantations, and a plentiful supply of low-cost labor.^ Because
of the traditional reliance on hand labor and horse or mule power, the
first large-scale observance of machines on southern fields caused ob-
servers to pose several challenging questions. One such question asked
why farmers suddenly turned to mechanization. In attempts to answer
this query, casual observers, noting the coincidence of the depression
beginning in 1929-30 with the advent of machines, have had a tendency
to assign a direct causal relation between the two phenomena. It may
be shown, however, that such an analysis is in error and that the turn to
technology on the part of southern farmers is more clearly attributable
to other factors.-^ Particularly important among the factors responsible
for mechanization are the social processes set in motion by the unioni-
zation of agricultural laborers, then strengthened by landlord adjustment
to the AAA program, and finally, brought to a climax by the mass
abandonment of the fields by the laborers during World War 11.*^ How-
ever, while the above reasons suffice for a general explanation of the phe-
nomenon, it is necessary to go further into the matter for a detailed
picture. In this connection, the responses of operators of mechanized
farms to the question, "What was the chief motivating factor in your
decision to mechanize?" are revealing. An analysis of the answers to this
question appears below.
Reasons for Mechanizing
Thinking in terms of the exodus of farm workers during World
War II, many persons have expressed the belief that farmers of the
state would name a shortage of labor as the prime cause of their shift
away from the long-used "mule technology." In view of this belief, it is
significant that the farm operators interviewed, who were mechanized,
most frequently named economy as the primary reason for their change-
over to their present set-up. In fact, two out of every five reasons
men-
tioned, as can be seen in Figure 2, dealt in some way with economy. State-
ments such as, "I can work more land with less labor," "It's cheaper,"
4 For a more detailed explanation, see Alvin L. Bertrand, "The Social Processes
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FIGL'RE 2. Proportions of Mechanized Farm Operators Interviewed who Reported
Specific Reasons for Mechanizing, Four Survey Groups, Louisiana, 1950.
"More economical," and "Faster and better," were heard frequently. They
testify to the farmers' interest in economy. In this connection, it should be
noted that farm management studies have determined that mechanized
operations are more economical on most farms, regardless of size." Of
course, it is logical to assume that labor shortage has had an indirect bear-
ing on the economic factor. That is, because of a shortage, labor became
high priced, which placed machines in a more favorable competitive posi-
tion. On the other hand, it should also be pointed out that on certain
types of farms, and on family-size farms in general, labor has never been a
critical item. This latter point is brought out in a comparison of the
responses of interviewees from the different Mechanization Groups. Al-
though economy was named as the most important reason for mechaniz-
ing in all groups, it was given more importance, in comparison to labor
shortage, by farmers in Groups III and IV, who are generally on family-
size farms.
The second most important reason for mechanization listed by the
farm operators interviewed was labor shortage. Over one-fifth of all
reasons mentioned included some reference to this factor. Remarks such
as "Couldn't get labor and was forced into it [mechanization]," and
' See Frank D. Barlow and Leo J. Fenske, Tractors on Upland. Farms in North
Louisiana, Baton Rouge: Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin No.
399, 1945, and Frank D. Barlow and Leo J. Fenske, Cost and Utilization of Power
and Equipment on Farms in the Mississippi River Delta Cotton Area of Louisiana,
Baton Rouge: Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin No. 417, 1947.
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"Couldn't get labor at the price they [laborers] wanted," were common.
It is interesting, as was noted above, to discover that there is a direct
association between degree o£ mechanization in the groups studied and
the importance of labor shortage in forcing mechanization. For example,
in Group II, centering in the Mississippi Delta Cotton Area, almost one-
third of the reasons cited had to do with labor shortage as compared with
less than one-tenth in Group IV, centering partly in the Upland Cotton
Area of north Louisiana.
The third ranking factor in mechanization according to the total
sample of operator-interviewees is the efficiency of the machine. In other
words, such advantages of the tractor as the ability to plow deeper, break
new land more efficiently, and control certain weeds more effectively were
mentioned by several farmers as reasons for forsaking draft animals. Of
all answers given, 17.6 per cent were classifiable under this heading. It
is interesting to see that the pattern of responses with respect to this
factor shows an inverse correlation between degree of mechanization and
number of times the factor is mentioned. Efficiency is especially stressed
by operators in Group IV. Apparently the fact that tractors have been
proved to have an advantage in the control of Johnson grass has sold
a good many farmers in this group on them.
A fourth motivating factor of some importance is the fact that ma-
chine work is easier on the operator. Almost anyone can appreciate the
fact that riding is easier on the individual than walking, and that handl-
ing a steering wheel is easier than maneuvering plow handles. Many
farmers admit quite readily that this fact had much to do with their de-
cisions to mechanize. In fact, almost one-sixth of the reasons for the
change to mechanization of operators making the transition were clas-
sifiable under this heading. Typical comments in connection with this
factor were as follows: 'Taster, lighter, and not as hard on the farmer,"
"Too hard to work with mules," "Too old to follow mules anymore,"
"Much easier on me." Some respondents went so far as to make state-
ments such as "Wouldn't stay in farming if it were not for machines."
With regards to the motivating forces in mechanization, it was
deemed important to learn if those persons who had mechanized were,
after some experience with them, completely sold on their machines. Such
a question was put to every mechanized operator. As large a percentage
as 92.3 of these persons expressed complete satisfaction with their equip-
ment. Interestingly enough, those persons not completely happy ex-
pressed dissatisfaction with the high cost of mechanized equipment and
the lack of skilled labor to operate the equipment rather than with the
equipment itself. These findings indicate that there would be no wide-
spread return to old methods even with the return of a plentiful supply
of low-cost labor.
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The Role of Age, Education, and Size of
Farm in Mechanization
The factors which might influence the decision of farm operators
to mechanize are admittedly complex. Not unimportant are the cul-
tural influences stemming from the roles which the individual plays and
the groups to which he belongs. These types of experiences color the
thinking of participants and help to determine their characteristic re-
actions and habit systems. It is not far-fetched, therefore, to expect the age
and education of a farm operator to condition his experiences and to in-
fluence his decisions to mechanize. The magnitude of farming operations
of the individual would have similar effects. Relationships between the
age, education, and size of holdings of operator-interviewees and their
reasons for mechanizing are explored below.
The tabulations in Table III reveal an interesting inter-connection
between age and the factors of economy and labor shortage. The younger
operators are definitely more concerned with economy than the older
operators. In contrast, the farmers 61 years of age or over more often
shifted to machines because of a labor shortage. Several explanations for
the above patterns of association come to mind. (1) Young men are
just starting out and because of necessity are sold on economy. (2) The
older men have more experience with the use of farm labor and con-
sequently are more in a position to appraise the effects of a shortage of
labor. (3) Older men have had more opportunity to accumulate large
holdings. On such farms labor is more critical. The relationships be-
tween age and the other factors which have been mentioned are not
close enough to warrant conclusions.
The role of education in motivations to mechanize are not' so ob-
vious as those of age. The data show, however, that the operators with
college-level educational experience more often named economy and
labor shortage. On the other hand, while fewer persons going beyond
high school specified efficiency as the prime cause of their shift to modern
equipment, no one at this level posed the fact that farm work was
easier with machines, or other miscellaneous reasons in this light. The
deduction may be made that the better educated persons are more apt
to be rational and deliberate in their actions.
It has been stated previously that labor was a more critical item
on larger farms. This is affirmed by the relationship between size of
farms of operators and their statements that labor shortage was the most
important reason for their mechanizing. With the exception of a slightly
higher percentage of persons operating farms of less than 80 acres than
of those operating farms ranging from 81-160 acres, the correlation be-
tween size of farm owned and proportion of operators mentioning labor
shortage is direct. In view of this, it is interesting to note that variations
in percentages of persons in each size-group naming economy are not too





























































































































































































































































on smaller farms apparently are more concerned over efficiency, the com-
parative easiness of machine work, and other reasons. The latter is sig-
nificant because it sheds light on the question of whether or not farmers
on larger farms are being forced to mechanize. In view of the above
patterns of response, the conclusion must be that these farmers, for one
of two reasons, have been forced to turn to technology. With some ex-
ceptions, competition or scarce and high-priced labor has made it neces-
sary for large operators to economize.
Reasons for Not Mechanizing
In a study such as the present one it is, of course, just as important
to study negative reactions as positive reactions. In this regard, the rea-
sons why some farm operators have not followed their neighbors in utiliz-
ing power machines have also been the subject of much speculation. To
shed some light on this question, three queries were directed toward all
operators who were not using power, other than horse or mule, enough
to be recognized as mechanized.
At this point, it should be noted that 46.5 per cent of the operators
interviewed were classified as non-mechanized. As would be expected, the
proportion of the total number of operator-interviewees not mechanized
is inversely correlated with Mechanization Groups. Respectively, 9.0 per
cent of Group I, 37.0 per cent of Group II, 57.3 per cent of Group III,
and 66.7 per cent of Group IV operators were not utilizing technological
improvements to an appreciable extent. This is a confirmation of the
validity of the indices used in determining Mechanization Groups.
The first question of the above mentioned series was "If not mecha-
nized, are you intending to shift to machines at the first opportunity?"
Obviously, the intent in asking such a question was to discover the num-
ber of farm operators not sold on mechanization. An analysis of the re-
sponses to this query shows definite and enlightening opinions on mecha-
nization. Of the 128 non-mechanized operator-interviewees, only three
were undecided as to their future course of action. Over one-third (35.2
per cent) were definitely intending to use machines at the first op-
portunity, but over three-fifths (63.3 per cent) were just as firm in
their intentions to continue as they were. More opposition to mecha-
nization appeared among the least mechanized farmers. See Table IV.
The second question was directed only to those persons expressing
an intention to mechanize and was a follow-up to the first question. It
read as follows: "If you are intending to mechanize, what has held you
up?" For all practical purposes it may be stated that the lack of neces-
sary finances is the chief deterrent factor in the way of those farmers
who have not mechanized but wish to do so. Ninety-three per cent of
this group named finances as the thing which had held them up. A few,
2.3 per cent, replied that their farms were too small in size to successfully
utilize machines. However, in these instances, the assumption may be
made that if they had the necessary capital they could acquire the
18
TABLE 1\. Intentions of Non-Mechanized Operators with Respect to Mechani-
zation, Bv Mechanization Groups, Louisiana, 1950




Per Cent Nurnbcr Per Cent Number Per Cent
Total Sample 45 35.2 81 63.3 2 1.5
Group I 2 40.0 3 60.0 0
Group II 10 50.0 10 50.0 0
Group III 19 40.4 28 59.6 0
Group IV 14 25.0 40 71.4 2 3.6
needed land. The remaining two persons unaccounted for did not re-
spond to the question.
The final cjuestion in the series was directed to farmers who had
not mechanized and did not intend to do so. It inquired as to the reasons
for this decision. Surprisingly enough, the most frequently cited factor
was age. See Figure 3. Almost one-third (31.6 per cent) of these persons
feel they are too old to shift from their routines of operation. Farmers in
Group IV, especially, seem convinced that they are too old to change.
How much rationalization is involved in a response of this nature is of
course a matter of speculation. No doubt some persons did rationalize
by mentioning age instead of lack of finances. The capital outlays re-
quired to mechanize also are important in the decision of those persons
having no plans in the direction of mechanization. Over one-fourth (26.6
per cent) of the reasons given indicated a lack of necessary finances and
little hope of ever acquiring such funds. An additional 22.8 per cent
stated that their farms were too small. Again, it might be suggested that
lack of finances is implied in such an answer.
The discovery that over one-tenth (11.4 per cent) of these respon-
dents had not changed to mechanization because they were satisfied with
or preferred animals is an enlightening one. Almost all of the responses
of this nature came from family-sized farm areas. No doubt there are
some sound reasons behind such feelings, but, at the same time, it is
possible to detect a hesitancy to depart from the traditional. The final
reason of enough magnitude to merit individual treatment is, interest-
ingly enough, the lack of skilled labor to operate machines. While only
six interviewees named this factor, it indicates knowledge of dissatisfac-
tion on this point by mechanized persons. This fact is confirmed else-
where in the present report.
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machinery dealers are confident it is but a matter of time.
—Photo by A. V. Patterson
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REASONS FOR DECIDING AGAINST MECHANIZATION
PER CENT
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FIGURE 3. Proportions of Non-Mechanized Farm Operators Interviewed With No
Intentions to Mechanize Reporting Specific Reasons for their Decision,
Four Survey Groups, Louisiana, 1950.
Non-Operator Reactions to Mechanization
In the preceding discussion, the reactions of farm operators to
mechanization were analyzed. There is another group which is, if any-
thing, more vitally concerned with the changes which are taking place
in southern agriculture. This group includes the non-operators, or those
persons not having managerial responsibility in the operation of farms.
The non-operators are the ones who must compete directly with the
machines and who, apparently, should have strong feelings about mecha-
nization. In view of this fact, it was deemed important to get their verbal
reaction to mechanization. All such interviewees were asked two ques-
tions as follows: (1) "What is your opinion of mechanization?" and
(2) "Would you prefer to work on a mechanized farm?"
The responses to these questions were tabulated by Mechanization
Groups and appear in Table V. Some of the findings are interesting
in the light of the expressed role of machines in displacing agricultural
laborers. Of special significance, however, are the correlations between
degree of mechanization and opinions of mechanization. Clearly non-
operators in the most highly mechanized areas have had more oppor-
tunity to form an opinion on mechanization. This is shown in the per-
centage of each Mechanization Group reporting that they had no opin-
ions or were undecided on the first question. Only 6.4 per cent of the
Group I respondents gave such an answer, as compared with 12.5 per











































































































































































































































































































































































































Group IV non-operator interviewees. Again a verification of the mecha-
nization index used is found in the pattern of responses. The data in
Table V show a positive correlation between degree of mechanization
and favorable opinions of mechanization. Almost three-fourths of Group
I interviewees were favorable toward technological improvements, while
slightly more than two-thirds of Group II, just over three-fifths of Group
III, and less than one-half of Group IV persons made statements which
were so classifiable. Comments of the interviewees who are favorable
toward mechanization are worth noting. Typical statements were as fol-
lows: "I don't like mules and I get more money on the tractor," "Too
much walking with mules," and "Wouldn't work any other way."
Strangely enough, there is indication that the relationship between
unfavorable opinions of mechanization and Mechanization Groups is
positive. In other words, even though proportionately more non-opera-
tors in Group I are favorable to mechanization, a larger percentage are
also unfavorable to mechanization. Apparently the machines make en-
emies as well as friends. This may be particularly true of those persons
who lose status or pay, relatively speaking, to heretofore equals in a sys-
tem with little opportunity for specialization. The data show that 20.6
per cent of the non-operators in Group I, 19.4 per cent of those in Group
II, 5.7 per cent of those in Group III, and 12.5 per cent of those in Group
IV are definitely not sold on mechanization. Typical comments of the
persons expressing disfavor with machines include: "It cuts out a lot of
work for the laborers," "It puts too many people out of work," "Ruining
farming in Louisiana," and "I'd rather work with mules." Obviously the
latter two statements could involve a certain amount of rationalization.
It is also true that in some quarters there is wide spread apprehension
with respect to labor displacement by machines. In this connection, it
was reported to the writer that a few operators actually used the threat
of mechanization to keep laborers from making higher wage demands.
It should also be recognized that laborers who have left the farms might,
depending on whether or not they were forced off, express more unfavor-
able attitudes toward mechanization than the ones who are left behind.
Perhaps a more acid test of attitudes toward mechanization is whe-
ther or not the individual non-operator prefers to work on a mechanized
farm. Again, however, there is some possibility that rationalizations
might come into play. The variations between the percentages of non-
operators in Groups I, II, and III expressing preference for work on
mechanized farms are not great, ranging in the vicinity of two out of
every three. In the least mechanized group, however, only one-half of
the non-operators interviewed expressed such a preference. On the other
hand, as many as 45.0 per cent of Group IV persons had no such prefer-
ence. The percentages of Groups I, II, and III not preferring mechanized
farms is 28.5, 32.8, and 31.4, respectively. No significant numbers of
interviewees were undecided in any of the groups.
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Apparently the important conclusions which may be drawn from
the above data are twofold. The first is that many laborers are somewhat
skeptical of mechanization, perhaps thinking of it as a competitor for
their jobs. The second conclusion however is that once laborers find their
places on mechanized farms, they prefer such work to the work found
on non-mechanized units.
III. MECHANIZATION AND SOCIAL CHANGE
It was pointed out in the introductory section of this report that
evidence exists which indicates mechanization has been associated with
considerable social change in the state and region. In this connection, it
may be observed that social disorganization results from the impact of
forces producing social change. Thus it seems logical to assume that
mechanization has disturbed the institutional structure of the southern
region and has brought or is bringing about a cultural lag resulting in
disorganization. To put it differently, it is possible to hypothesize that
technological innovations in southern agriculture are accompanied by
a disruption of societal units, such as social groups and social institu-
tions. Findings with regards to this hypothesis are presented in the follow-
ing section.
Before entering into a discussion of the social effects of agricultural
mechanization, one should be aware that it is an impossible task to
segregate the influences of one component element in the whole of a
technological invasion. As has been said before, this writer, in the face
of many improvements in the farm home and on the farm scene, as well
as changes in rural educational and political philosophies, is hesitant to
say that shifting to combustion engines and electrical power in the opera-
tion of farms is the sole or even the major factor responsible for any
given changes in Louisiana argricultural systems.^ It is certain that the
social value systems of the Yeoman farmers of north Louisiana, the
planters of the Mississippi Delta, and the south Louisiana Acadian
farmers differ radically on some points. The use of Mechanization
Groups is, of course, an attempt to hold constant the one factor of
mechanization. Yet it is only being realistic to admit that in many in-
stances other factors besides mechanization may be the most important
in a given change which is observed. Where such seems the case, em-
phasis will be given the fact of the change rather than its relation to
mechanization. However, at no time should it be assumed that one
factor is posed as the sole stimulus responsible for any change which
might be shown. It should also be remembered that the secondary or
derivative effects of technological changes are often more important
than their primary effects. Changes in social values and institutions often
fall under this heading.
8 Alvin L. Bertrand, "Some Social Implications of the Mechanization of Southern
Agriculture," The Southwestern Social Science Quarterly, XXXI (1950) , 121.
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Socio-Economic Changes
The socio-economic consequences o£ mechanization are discussed
first for two reasons: (1) The economic is one of the more important
spheres of influence among rural people. All persons conversant with
agricultural life recognize that the farmers' struggle for existence is
essentially carried on within the framework of economic activity. (2)
Economic institutions in the United States traditionally have not been
bound by rigid rules of conduct, and therefore they respond quickly to
any stimuli. In other words, new conditions readily promote changes
when they disrupt the existing competitive process. Among the economic
effects of agricultural mechanization in Louisiana, the following have
been pointed up by the present study.
Changes m Machinery and Equipment
Mechanization means a high tractor-cropland ratio. This fact has
been noted elsewhere, but since it precipitates complete farm reorganiza-
tion, it needs further expansion at this point. The importance of trac-
tors in mechanization is shown in Figure 4. In the most highly mecha-
nized parishes (Group I) there was, in 1945, one tractor for every 160
acres of cultivated land. This is indeed a high ratio when contrasted to
the one tractor for every 666 acres of cultivated land in the least mecha-
nized parishes (Group IV) .
The changes in numbers of tractors over the 15-year period from
1930 to 1945 give some indication of the growth of mechanization in
the state. Of significance is the fact that Group IV shows the largest
percentage increase in tractors per 1,000 acres of cropland between
1930 and 1945, although it has by far the fewest tractors in either year.
Group I shows the second largest increase. Group III the third largest,
and Group II the least increase. It is possible that these trends fore-
shadow future patterns of mechanization by parishes. At the same time
however it should be remembered that the number of tractors per 1,000
cultivated acres varies consistently and significantly from Group I to
Group IV and that the more highly mechanized areas are nearer the
maximum degree of mechanization.
Mechanization is associated with a high truck-cropland ratio. This
discovery indicates that such an index might be used to determine the
extent to which mechanization has progressed. Figure 4 shows that
farmers in the most highly mechanized areas of the state make consider-
ably more use of their vehicles than those in the least mechanized areas.
Farmers in Group I, for example, have 6.64 trucks for every 1,000 acres
of cropland, as compared with 4.13 in Group II, 3.47 in Group III, and
3.44 in Group IV. Again, it is worth noting that the percentage increases
over the 15-year period under observation are somewhat larger in the
least mechanized parishes. The same explanations may be applied as
in the instance of tractors. It is also of significance that the number
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of tractors and trucks per 1,000 cultivated acres is roughly the same in
Groups I, II, and III, but that in Group IV there are almost three
trucks for every tractor. Apparently, in the latter group, trucks are
utilized for tasks accomplished with tractors in other more highly
mechanized areas.
Mechanization means larger investments in implements and ma-
chinery per acre of cropland. This fact of course is readily deducible, but
the exact magnitudes and differences are of interest. The importance of
lack of capital outlay as a deterrent of mechanization testifies to this
point. Group I farmers in 1945 had as much as $20.16 per cultivated
acre invested in implements and machinery. This sum is in great con-
CHANGES IN TRACTORS, TRUCKS, IMPLEMENTS. AND
MACHINERY RELATED TO MECHANIZATION
1930 1945
TRACTORS PER 1000 ACRES OF CROPLAND
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FIGURE 4. Changes in the Numbers of Tractors and Trucks and Value of Imple-
ments and Machinery Related to Cultivated Acreage, by Farm Mech-
anization Groups, Louisiana, 1930-1945. Source of data: Fifteenth Census
of the United States, 1930, and United States Census of Agriculture, 1945.
trast to the $6.72 which the Group IV persons had invested. Group II
farmers had $13.39 and Group III farmers $10.95 invested in equipment
per acre of cropland. In view of the existing difference it is not surprising
that changes in dollar investment in implements and machinery per acre
of cropland from 1930 to 1945 vary according to degrees of mechaniza-
tion. The increases are shown in Figure 4.
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Changes in Numbers of Mules and other Livestock
Meclianization is related to a decrease in number of mules and
mule colts on farms throughout the stated The relationship, however, is
not as direct as might be expected. See Figure 5. The fact that the re-
duction in numbers of mules does not vary directly with increases in
machine power is significant because it indicates other factors enter the
picture. Personal interviews made at the time survey schedules were
taken attested that these considerations are at least two in number.
The first is that there are certain jobs which tractors cannot perform
CHANGES IN NUMBERS OF MULES AND MULE COLTS
75,000
1930 1945 1930 1945 1930 1945 1930 1945
YEAR
ALB
FIGURE 5. Changes in the Numbers of Mules and Mule Colts on Farms, by Mech-
anization Groups, Lcuisiana, 1930-1945. Source of data: Fifteenth Census
of the United States, 1930, and United States Census of Agriculture, 1945.
satisfactorily or at all. Thus, a certain number of draft animals must
be kept on the farm even though their use is limited. The second is
more subjective. Because of sentimental attachments, many farmers seem
prone to "retire" rather than sell their animals after they mechanize
their farms. This is significant because it points up the non-economic
behavior of man, and helps shed light on certain relationships between
mechanization and social change which are difficult to explain other-
wise. The inevitable conclusion must be, however, that tractors reduce
the need for draft animals and eventually will replace them.
9 Mules were selected to represent all draft animals because horses are more likely
to be used for other than draft purposes.
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Farm mechanization is associated with increases in livestock other
than workstock, and chickens. Two extenuating circumstances however
make an exact appraisal of the effects of mechanization impossible. The
first is the Census definition of "farm" which includes tracts operated by
sharecroppers. These units are in reality parts of larger holdings. The
second is that the period under study covers a time when farms generally
were showing increases in livestock other than workstock. There are,
however, obvious connecting links between mechanization and increases
in livestock other than workstock. One of these is the release of consider-
able acreages of corn, hay, oats, and other crops for feeding of livestock
accomplished through reductions in numbers of draft animals. A second
link between mechanization and livestock other than workstock is the
saving of labor accomplished through the use of machines.
TABLE VI. Changes in Numbers of Selected Livestock and Chickens, by
Mechanization Groups, Louisiana, 1930-1945









1930 1945 1930 1945 1930 1945 1930 1945
State 3.8 11.4 4.7 6.2 1.1 1.3 25.6 38.6
Group I 5.2 12.6 4.2 5.0 .7 .6 35.6 51.6
Group II 4.6 13.5 5.6 6.9 3.3 4.2 27.8 39.9
Group III 3.4 10.8 4.5 6.0 .5 .7 24.6 38.5
Group IV 3.3 10.0 4.4 6.3 .2 .2 21.9 32.0
Source: Fifteenth Census of the United States, 1930, and United States Census of Agriculture. 1945.
As may be seen in Table VI, the per-farm numbers of cattle, hogs,
sheep, and chickens in the state increased substantially from 1930 to
1945. One interesting fact should be noted in closing the present analysis.
The most highly mechanized farms have comparatively larger numbers
of cattle and chickens. It may be that these two enterprises lend them-
selves more readily to commercialized operations such as are characteris-
tic of mechanized units.
Changes in Tenure
Mechanization is associated with an increase in owner-operated
farms. This relationship is an important one in view of the fact that
tenancy is sometimes regarded as a major social ill. Perhaps the most
significant discovery in this respect is the gain in owner-operated farms
10 This point will be substantiated in a later discussion,
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made by the state as a whole. Table VII shows that the number of these
farms increased by one-fourth in the period under study. The fact that
the smallest gain was made in Group IV indicates the role that mechaniza-
tion has played in this change. The relatively small change in Group I
is explained by the larger proportion of owner-operated farms in these
parishes in 1930.
TABLE VII. Changes in Numbers of Owner-Operated Farms in Louisiana,








1930 1945 Number Per Cent
State 46,893 58,761 11,868 +25.3
Group I 7,459 8,819 1,360 + 18.2
Group II 9,941 14,005 4,064 +40.9
Group III 12,919 17,469 4,550 +35.2
Group IV 16,574 18,468 1,894 + 11.4
Source: Fifteenth Census of the United States, 1930, and United States Census of Agriculture , 1945.
Mechanization is related to a readjustment in tenure groups. Al-
though evidence of this relationship is found in the increase of owner-
operators noted above, a more detailed picture appears in the tabulations
shown in Table VIII. Two significant observations may be made from




Per Cent Each Tenure Group Is of All Tenures
Full 0 wners Part-C)wners Managers All Others
1930 1945 1930 1945 1930 1945 1930 1945
State 29.0 45.4 3.9 5.0 .6 .4 66.6 49.1
Group I 46.3 56.2 5.6 10.9 1.7 1.6 46.4
—
31.3
Group II 27.7 46.5 3.8 5.3 .7 .5 67.8 47.7
Group III 22.0 37.1 3.3 4.1 .2 .2 74.5 58.6
Group IV 32.7 50.7 4.0 3.3 .1 .2 63.2 45.8
Source: Fifteenth Census of the United States, 1930, and United States Census ot Agriculture, 1945 .
the data presented. The first is that all Mechanization Groups registered
increases in the percentage of owners over the 15-year period from 1930
to 1945. The second is that all such groups registered decreases in tenures
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other than owners or managers during this time. Said another way, those
persons who have been unduly concerned with the tenancy situation in
the state should be heartened. From the low figure of 29.0 per cent full
owners in 1930, an advance was made to the high figure of 45.4 per cent
full owners in 1945. At the same time, tenure groups other than owners,
part-owners, and managers dropped from 66.6 per cent to 49.1 per cent.
Another very important finding, especially from the standpoint of
this study, is that mechanization is correlated with shifts to ownership
and decreases in less desirable tenures. The fact that Group IV is some-
what out of line in the above associations may be partly accounted for
by the mass exodus oi the rural-farm population in the North Louisiana
Upland Cotton parishes to accept more profitable work in the newly
opened war and other industries. See Figure 7.
Another relationship evident from the data in Table VIII is that
part-owners and managers are more frequently found on mechanized
farms. Both of the above discoveries attest that mechanization promotes
the factory system on farms, in that specialists are hired to manage the
enterprises for owners. Interestingly enough, increases in numbers of
part-owners vary directly with degree of mechanization. This fact no
doubt indicates the first step in the expansion of holdings which takes
place as mechanization moves in. (See discussion on fncreases in sizes
of farms.)
Laborers have been affected more by mechanization than any other
tenure group. This is true of both the wage laborer and the share-
cropper who gets paid for his services with part of the crop. In the 10-
year period from 1930 to 1940, in the state as a whole, there was a
decrease of 10,857 persons among those 14 years and over reporting gain-
ful employment in agriculture in 1940 as compared with those 10 years
and over (the only near comparable figure available) reporting such
employment in 1930. The correlation between Mechanization Groups
and percentage losses or gains leaves no doubt of the role of mechaniza-
tion in replacing or displacing agricultural laborers. In Group I, there
was a drop of over one-fourth (26.1 per cent) of the number of farm
wage laborers during the period under observation. A drop of 18.6 per
cent was recorded in Group 11. The increase of 3.9 per cent shown in
Group III can be explained in terms of the large number of "new-
ground" settlers arriving during this period in the parishes of West
Carroll, Richland, and Franklin, which are included in this Group.^^
The number of persons gainfully employed in agriculture decreased by
4.1 per cent in Group IV. The above correlations are all the more sig-
nificant because of the fact that the least mechanized parishes, which lost
more heavily in general population during the period under study,
experienced the lowest drop in wage laborers.
11 See: John E. Mason, "Cotton Allotments in the Mississippi Delta New-Ground
Area," The Journal of Land and Public Utility Economics, XVIII (1942) , 448-457.
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Empty "tenant" houses are found in south Louisiana
. . . and north Louisiana.
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The role of mechanization in decreasing the number of share-
croppers is also made quite clear in Table IX. In the state as a whole
there was a tremendously significant drop of 24,479 sharecroppers, or
approximately one-half of the total number of this group, in the 15-year
period from 1930 to 1945. With the exception of Group IV, which shows
a greater percentage drop than Group II and Group III, the association
TABLE IX. Changes in Numbers of Farm Wage Laborers, 1930-1940, and Croppers,
1930-1945, IN Louisiana, by Mechanization Groups
Farm Mechanization
Group





Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
State 72,057 61,200 -10,857 -15.0 49,7C0 25,221 -24,479 -49.8
Group I 30,356 22,420 - 7,936 -26.1 16,391 7,228 - 9,163 -55.9
Group 11 16,360 13,309 - 3,051 -18.6 20,856 10,982 - 9,874 -47.3
Group III 14,523 15,100 + 577 + 3.9 9,753 5,795 - 3,958 -40.6
Group IV 10,818 10,371 447 - 4.1 2,700 1,216 - 1,484 -55.0
Persons 10 years old and over reporting gainful employment in agriculture.
tPersons 14 years old and over reporting gainful employment in agriculture.
Source: Fifteenth Census of the United States, 1930, Sixteenth Census of the United States, 1940,
and United States Census of Agriculture, 1945.
between Mechanization Groups and decreases in numbers of "croppers"
is very close.
The discrepancy in Group IV is accounted for in two ways. First,
the opening of paper mills in north Louisiana pulled agriculturists en
masse from their farms. Secondly, the number of sharecroppers in Group
IV was so small to begin with that a small drop in absolute numbers
meant a high percentage drop. The latter of course is not without
significance.
A larger proportio7i of mechafiized thari non-mechanized farms are
operated by people not living on them. This discovery is not surprising
in view of the liken ?si of the former to factory systems. It is interesting,
however, that the percentage of farms operated by non-residents has
dropped slightly over the five-year period from 1940 to 1945 (for which
data are available) in all Groups except Group IV, in which the per-
centage remained the same. See Table X. This fact in itself may be an
important hint at another effect of mechanization. It could possibly
mean that mechanization reduces the number of farms which are oper-
ated by non-residents. A longer test than five years will of course have
to be made before definite conclusions may be reached with respect to
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State 6,089 4.2 4,688 3.6
Group I 994 6.5 820 5.2
Group II 1,336 4.1 955 3.2
Group III 1,932 3.7 1,410 3.1
Group IV 1,827 4.2 1,503 4.2
*Earliest data available.
Source: Sixteenth Census of the United States, 1940, and United States Census of Agriculture, 1945.
this phenomenon. The fact remains, however, that more mechanized
farms are absentee owned. This suggests that they are more com-
mercialized.
Changes in Number and Sizes of Farms
In Louisiana, the number of farms has decreased less in mechanized
areas than in non-mechanized areas. All parts of the state however have
undergone decreases in number of farms. In this respect, as may be seen
in Figure 6, the state lost well over one-fifth of its farms in the 20-year
period from 1930 to 1950.
Why mechanization should retard the trend toward fewer farms is
somewhat of an enigma. The evidence shows this is true notwithstanding
the inadequate Census definition of the term "farm." While Group I
parishes recorded a loss of only 1.4 per cent of their farms in the period
from 1930 to 1950, Group II parishes lost 19.3 per cent. Group III
parishes lost 23.5 per cent, and Group IV parishes lost 32.2 per cent.
The explanation may lie in the fact that the least mechanized areas
represent the less desirable locations and the ones where most of the
recruits for industrial jobs are obtained. In other words, the income
of persons in the more highly mechanized groups is more in line with
that of workers outside agriculture. Whatever the explanation, the
association with mechanization is significant. It should be noted that
the least mechanized areas underwent the greatest loss of population
in the period under analysis, and many farms were abandoned in these
parishes.
Mechanized farms are larger in size than non-mechanized farms.
This is true, as may be seen in Table XI, whether total acreage or culti-
vated acreage is used as a measure of size. It is also true despite the
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unrealistic Census designation of sharecropped units as farms. For
example, in 1945, Group I farms averaged 91.9 acres as compared with
89.6 acres in Group II, 63.8 acres in Group III, and 79.5 acres in
Group IV. The fact that farms in Group IV are somewhat larger than
farms in Group III is explained in terms of type-of-farming and topog-
raphy differences in the two areas. This fact is brought out in the com-
CHANGES IN NUMBER OF FARMS* RELATED TO MECHANIZATION
1990 1990 1990 1990 1990 1990 1930 1990
YEARS
*rHe DEFINITION OF A FARM VARIES SLIGHTLY FROM THE 1930 TO THE 1990 CENSUS.
FIGURE 6. Changes in the Number of Farms by Mechanization Groups, Louisiana,
1930-1950. Source of data: Fifteenth Census of the United States, 1930,
and United States Census of Agriculture, 1950 Series AC 50-2, Number 72.
parison of acreages in cultivation, the latter having more land under the
plow. Harder to explain is the very small increase in size of the farms
in Group I from 1930 to 1945. This is especially true since Group II,
III, and IV farms registered considerable gains during this period. Hypo-
thetically, three facts might account for the small gain in Group I. (1)
There was relatively little emigration from the farming parts of this area
in the period under study. (2) A relatively rigid cultural pattern of
inheritance exists in French South Louisiana parishes. (3) There is a
minimum of "new-ground" areas available in the parishes included.
The average number of acres per farm in cropland varies directly
with degree of mechanization. This indicates that mechanization is more
closely associated with size than might be deduced from a comparison
by Mechanization Groups of total land in farms. Again, it is significant
that the greatest percentage increase is registered in the two intermediate
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groups. The same reasons for small increases in Group I probably hold
for both total acreage and cultivated acreage. The average number of
cropland acres and changes from 1930 to 1945 appear in Table XI.
TABLE XI. Changes in Total Acreage and Cultivated Acreage per Farm, by
Mechanization Groups, Louisiana, 1930-1945
Farm Mechanization
Group





Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
State 62.2 77.6 11.4 17.2 29.4 40.0 10.6 36.0
Group I 90.0 91.9 1.9 2.1 39.1 44.7 5.6 14.3
Group II 64.0 89.6 25.6 39.7 31.3 43.5 12.2 38.9
Group III 43.7 63.8 20.1 45.9 26.5 38.8 12.3 46.4
Group IV 59.9 79.5 19.6 32.7 28.2 36.5 8.3 29.4
Source: Fifteenth Census of the United States, 1930, and United States Census of Agriculture, 1945.
Changes in Production and Levels of Living
The total value of farm products produced per farm is much larger
on mechanized farms. Such a discovery should be expected, in view of
the larger size of these farms. The differential which exists, despite
Census definitions of farms, in the average total value of products pro-
duced by Group I farms and Group IV farms ($4,390 and ^1,111,
respectively) is, however, much greater than would be expected The
direct relationship between mechanization and value of products is
TABLE XIL Changes in the Percentage of the Total Value of Farm Products




























18.8State $722 $168 23.3 $1,709 $321
Group I 2,175 160 7.4 4,390 404 9.2
Group II 811 157 19.4 1,901 315 16.6
Group III 770 160 20.8 1,742 293 16.8
Group IV 533 179 33.6 1,111 350 31.5
Source: Sixteenth Census ot the United States, 1940, and United States Census of Agriculv . e. 1945.
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quite evident in Table XII. Interestingly enough, the average value of
products per farm more than doubled in all groups in the short period
from 1940 to 1945. It is logical to assume the general rise in prices of
farm products accounts for a part of this increase. On the other hand,
it may be construed that a relationship between larger farms, more
intensive farming, and larger yields exists. These factors are in turn
related to technological changes in farming.
The value of farm products consumed at home differs little from
farm to farm, but mechanized farms consume a smaller percentage of
their total products. In one sense, this discovery implies that mechanized
farms are more commercialized. In other words, a larger proportion of
what is produced is sold. This deduction is weakened however by the
fact that there is a certain maximum consumption level per family. Thus
the same amount of products consumed at home would mean a lower
percentage on farms producing large amounts than on farms producing
small amounts. Perhaps the more important fact, as pointed out above,
is that mechanized farms produce more products per farm.
Farm mechanization and levels of living are closely related. The
percentage of farm homes equipped with conveniences making for easier
and more comfortable living varies consistently with the degree of farm
mechanization. See Table XIII. This is significant in terms of the long
time end-effect of mechanization. Thus, when the discovery is made
that a larger percentage of farmers in Group I have automobiles, elec-
tricity, running water, radios, and telephones, it suggests that mechaniza-
tion is helping remove existing discrepancies between rural and urban
levels of living. Group II farmers rank second in ownership and use
TABLE XIII. Percentage of Farms With Specified Level of Living Items,
BY Mechanization Groups, Louisiana, 1945
Farm Mechanization
Group




State 28.9 24.4 13.5 48.7 5.0
Group I 44.4 47.5 27.0 59.7 9.3
Group II 34.7 27.0 16.2 52.5 4.5
Group III 24.2 18.0 9.9 45.0 3.7
Group IV 23.3 20.6 10.2 45.8 5.2
Source: United States Census of Agriculture, 1945.
of the above named conveniences and facilities with the exception of
telephones. Farmers in the lowest two Mechanization Groups have
about the same consumption levels on the items used for this study. One
outstanding fact shown in Table XIII is that telephones, especially, are
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related to mechanization. Almost one-tenth of the farmers in Group I
have telephones as compared with 4.5 per cent in Group II, 3.7 per cent in
Group III, and 5.2 per cent in Group IV. Even when mitigating factors
such as higher density of population are taken into account, this relation-
ship is revealing.
Other Social Changes
As was brought out in the introduction to this section, other organi-
zational arrangements of rural society besides the socio-economic are
affected bv technological changes. In these areas, however, the rules,
principles, and standards which guide social activities are not as flexible
as in the realm of economics, nor are they as easily detected and isolated.
In other words, a change, much less its relationship with mechanization,
mav not be readily apparent. In some cases, relationships probably will
appear later as long-time trends. The important fact however is that
such changes are taking place. The following discussion, as the previous
one, will proceed on the assumption that the change per se is just as
important as its relationship or lack of relationship to mechanization.
At the present time, as has been mentioned, there are already many
discernible changes in rural social institutions, rural social processes, and
rural attitudes in the state and region. The problem at hand is to dis-
cover, insofar as this is possible, the number and nature of such trends.
Exact measurements are of course for the most part impossible. Never-
theless, it is possible through the open-end questions technique to arrive
at certain worthwhile conclusions. Therefore, where reliable statistical
data are lacking, indications of trends and changes have been sought by
posing specific questions to long-time residents of rural communities.
The writer appreciates the fact that the use of such a method raises
many questions in connection with the validity of interpretations. How-
ever, it is felt that in cases in which a relatively large proportion of
respondents agrees that a certain change away from what has been con-
sidered normal is taking place, a general statement may be made.
It should be noted that operator and non-operator responses are
grouped together for the purposes of the following analyses. Where
available, Census data are utilized in determining the exact magnitude
of changes. Mechanization Group differences are maintained at all times
to facilitate detection of existing causal relationships.
Population Changes
Louisiana had large decreases in rural population but, as with
changes in age and sex distributions, the effect of mechanization is
questionable. The state as a whole lost over one-fourth of its rural-farm
population between 1930 and 1945. Upon discovery of this trend it is
logical to speculate on what will happen to the relative influence of the
farm population in parish and state affairs. It is within the realm of
possibility that the Farm Bloc will lose power and rural areas lose
certain considerations. What relationship mechanization had to this
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phenomenon is, however, subject to discussion. The data in Figure 7
show percentage losses to be fairly close in all Mechanization Groups
except Group IV, which underwent a somewhat greater loss than any of
the others. The fact that the least mechanized parishes lost more farm
people than all others might, on the face of it, suggest that mechaniza-
tion had nothing to do with "pushing" persons out of rural areas. The
truth of the matter is that there are mitigating circumstances. The
recruiting of labor by several recently opened paper mills already men-
tioned plus the general attraction of war and post-war industries in
near-by urban centers have more or less depopulated the surrounding
rural areas. The "pull" of these forces has probably been more effective
in Group IV because of low farm incomes in the relatively unproduc-
tive areas which are included. The number of rural-farm persons leav-
ing the parishes in the other Mechanization Groups (over one-fifth in
every instance) leaves no doubt however that mechanization has some
relationship to the depopulation of rural areas.
Mechanization has little discernible effect upon the age distribution
of the rural-farm population. Yet there is some indication in Table XIV
that trends in 1940 may be starting in the direction of fewer children
under five years of age and more older persons 45 years of age and over
in the more mechanized parishes. As of now, these differences are not
large enough to warrant generalizations. If these trends materialize,




FIGURE 7. Changes in the Rural-Farm Population, by Mechanization Group, Loui-
siana, 1930-1945. Source of data: Fifteenth Census of the United States,
1930, and United States Census of Agriculture, 1945.
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mechanization will help make the rural family more iirbanlike in one
sense (smaller size) and more rural-nonfarm like in another sense (more
older persons) . However, why mechanized areas should have larger
percentages of older people in their population is not easily explained.
Perhaps machines prolong the period of productivity of individuals on
the one hand and lengthen life on the other.
The relationship between mechanization and changes in the sex
distributions of the rural-farm population is not clear-cut. It is inter-
esting, nonetheless, that Groups I and II registered the largest percentage
increase in sex ratios from 1930 to 1940, although in inverse order. If
this is the first indication of a continuing trend, it will mean that the
disparity between the number of males and females in rural areas will
be increased. Possible explanation of this phenomenon may be found
in the fact that jobs on mechanized farms more often call for masculine
specialties. There is also an additional possibility that mechanization
TABLE XIV. Age Distribution of the Rural-Farm Population, by
Mechanization Groups, Louisiana, 1940
Farm Mechanization
Group













State 11.9 24.2 20.4 24.4 14.4 4.7
Group I 11.6 23.1 20.9 24.4 15.0 5.0
Group II 11.3 23.5 19.8 25.4 15.0 5.0
Group III 12.5 24.8 20.3 24.5 13.7 4.2
Group IV 11.8 24.5 20.6 23.7 14.5 4.9
Source: Sixteenth Census of the United States, 1940.
TABLE XV. Changes in Sex Distribution of the Rural Farm Population, by
Mechanization Groups, Louisiana, 1930-1940
Farm Mechanization
Group




ChangeFemales Males Females Males
State 403,070 423,811 410,677 439,705 105.1 107.1 2.0
Group I 63,711 67,549 67,343 72,757 106.0 108.0 2.0
Group II 86,011 91,065 87,322 95,985 105.9 109.9 4.0
Group III 134,321 141,152 139,229 147,479 105.1 105.9 .8
Group IV 118,991 124,045 116,783 123,484 104.2 105.7 1.5
Source: Fitteenth Census of the United States, 1930, and Sixteenth Census of the United States, 1940.
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detracts from the advantage of family groups as "hoe hands" and
"pickers" and makes more places for single men on farms. Such an
occurrence would, in theory, precipitate changes in housing, recreation,
and other social phenomena.
Changes in Social Institutions
Rural people are convinced that their schools are better equipped,
more adequately staffed, and better attended than a jew years back.
Traditionally, rural children have been handicapped in their efforts to
obtain formal education. This has been especially true in the South, as
casual review of the statistics on length of term, attendance, teachers'
training, teachers' pay, and school facilities dramatically portray. It is
therefore always encouraging for residents of the region to note trends
toward the equalization of educational opportunities of rural and urban
children. Such is indicated by the responses of rural male adults to
questions dealing with changes in the schools.
In the first place, rural people throughout the state are satisfied
that the schools their children attend have more and better equipment
and more highly trained teachers than a few years back. As many as 93.8
per cent of all persons interviewed agreed on this point. No doubt the
recent state legislative action increasing the salaries of teachers has been
of importance in the above change.
Attitudes of rural people have not always been favorable toward
public schools. Some of them have tended, in the past, to feel that
experience is the best teacher and consequently that farm work should
take precedence over school attendance. At the same time, many farmers
have expressed the attitude that schools educated their children away
from the farm and farm life. Indication that these attitudes are chang-
ing and that parents are more interested in sending farm youngsters to
school is found in the large percentage of respondents (85.7 per cent)
who noted better attendance of children in school.
Over one-half of the persons interviewed (54.4 per cent) pointed
out a trend for small rural schools to be closed and rural children sent
to schools located in town. This of course is in line with the movement
to consolidate school systems which has been underway for some time.
Interestingly enough, however, a rather large percentage of the rural
population interviewed (45.6 per cent) would not concede this to be
true. It is possible that this trend is more prevalent in some areas than
in others. On the other hand, it may be that rural people are slow to
acknowledge an obvious gain to village and town people.
Despite the evidence that rural schools are turning toward town
locations, rural parents report taking more ,active part in school activi-
ties. Eighty-five per cent of the persons interviewed said rural people
were more active in this way. By taking part in school activities rural
parents are increasing their social contacts which in turn should tend
to make them more community conscious and less individualistic.



























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































does not seem to be directly related to any of the above changes. The
relationship between the percentage o£ rural-farm persons 25 years of
age and over having completed high school and Mechanization Groups,
however, shows otherwise. Except for Group IV, which has the highest
percentage of all, the association between these two variables is direct.
Those acquainted with the exceptionally high value placed on educa-
TABLE XVII. Percentage of Rural-Farm Population 25 Years Old and Over
Having Completed High School, by Mechanization Groups, Louisiana, 1940
Farm Mechanization
Group
Total Number of Persons
25 Years of Age and
Over
Number of Persons 25
Years of Age and Over
Completing High School
Per Cent of Persons 25
Years of Age and Over
Completing High School
Louisiana 370,605 13,592 3.6
Group I 62,184 2,400 3.9
Group II 83,162 3,098 3.7
Group III 121,624 3.584 2.9
Group IV 103,635 4,510 4.4
Source Sixteenth Census of the United States, 1940.
tion by the Yeoman-type farmers of north Louisiana explain the high
percentage in Group IV on that basis.
There is evidence in support of the hypothesis that social bonds
holding the rural family together are weakening. The family is the basic
unit in the structure of society. It is pertinent therefore to inquire as to
the changes taking place in the southern rural family and to the role of
mechanization or technology in effecting these changes. Such an investi-
gation is especially important because the rural areas of the southern
region have long served as the "seedbed of the nation." If this "seedbed"
should cease to yield, for any reason whatsoever, the nation would stand
to lose much of its virility.
It has already been pointed out that Census statistics on age distri-
bution hint at smaller families in rural areas. This and several other
questions having to do with changes in family patterns were put to all
interviewees. Their opinions appear in Table XVI. The most notable
change taking place in the rural-farm family, according to answers of
the informants, is that it is less closely knit, or, as put in their language,
the family members do not stick together as well. Further evidence that
this is true is found in the responses to the companion question, "Do
children respect their parents as much?" In this instance, over three-
fourths of the answers were in the negative. A third question bearing
on this phenomenon lends support, but to a lesser degree, to the general
proposition. One-third of the persons who were interviewed stated that
there were at present more divorces among rural people.
A good indication that rural families are getting smaller is found
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in the 48.0 per cent of the respondents' answers so stating. It is not
possible at present to determine how fully mechanization enters this
particular picture. The fertility ratios of the rural-farm population of
the various Mechanization Groups in 1940 suggest a relationship, how-
ever. Although Group I has a slightly higher ratio than Group II, this
may be explained in terms of the high proportion of Catholics in the
former Group. The explanation of why Group IV should have a lower
ratio than Group III is harder to find. It lies, perhaps, in differences in
social value systems. See Table XVIIL The role of mechanization in
all changes listed above is apparently of a secondary or derivative nature.





0-5 Years of Age
Females
15-44 Years of Age
Fertility Ratio
Louisiana 101,118 185,167 546.0
Group I 16,279 30,580 532.3
Group II 20,669 39,603 521.9
Group III 35,718 62,869 568.1
Group IV 28,452 52,115 545.9
Source: Sixteenth Census of the United States, 1940.
The number of rural churches is thoufrht to have decreased
during the last few years by informants but they believe attendance of
the remaining churches is improving. The latter is accounted for to
some extent by more highly educated and trained church officials in the
country churches. Another factor is the vigorous efforts by certain denom-
inational groups to rejuvenate their rural constituency. The opinions of
interviewees, as may be seen in Table XVI, indicate the trends described
above.
Since religion has been one of the major social forces in the rural
South, the above findings have great significance. If, for example, the
rural church loses its strength, one of the chief bonds holding the rural
community together will be removed.
Interestingly enough, while the relationship is by no means direct,
there is reason to suspect some influence by mechanization. Group I,
located as it is in a Catholic region, would not be expected to show as
close an association in this respect as the areas where churches are
maintained by individual congregations and more readily subject to
change. With this exception, the more mechanized parishes, according
to informants, are characterized by fewer churches and decreased atten-
dance. Such a relationship is of course understandable in the light of
the greater decreases of population in mechanized areas.
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Changes in Social Participation, Health, and Happiness
Farmers' opinions indicate rural people are moving away from
mutual aid and neighborly practices toward formal cooperative arrange-
ments. In response to the question "Do farmers help each other out
as much as they did?" 46.4 per cent of the interviewees said "No." Close
to the same percentage (41.2) were of the opinion that there was less
visiting among neighbors. On the other hand, over one-fourth (26.5
per cent) reported more experience with formal-type cooperatives. This
suggests that farmers in the future will carry on their activities in a less
personalized atmosphere.
No direct relationship between mechanization and the above re-
sponses appear, yet some association no doubt exists. Apparently other
factors, including differences in cultural background, weigh more heavily
in accounting for or delaying trends of the above nature in certain areas.
Rural people generally have as rnuch or more money, enjoy higher
levels of living, are healthier, and are happier than they were 15 years
ago. Perhaps such discoveries do not seem profound in view of the
changes in the economic picture which have generally taken place. It
should be remembered however that farmers have not always been
receptive to changes and that income is not necessarily correlated with
happiness. Levels of living and health are of course closely tied together,
and it is encouraging to note that rural people consider themselves better
off in both at present.
There is no consistent pattern of relationship between Mechanization
Groups and opinions on the above matters. Seemingly, however, there
is a tendency for the least mechanized groups to be more aware of
changes for the better. This is surprising in view of the correlation
between mechanization and level of living as shown previously. Perhaps
these persons were so far down the socio-economic scale in the past that
moderate changes make more of an impression on them than on persons
who w^ere accustomed to higher levels of living. The exact percentages
of persons expressing positive and negative opinions on each of the
above items may be seen in Table XVI.
Despite the lack of correlation of above opinions to mechanization,
there is unmistakable evidence of such a relationship. Figure 8, showing
the number of persons per doctor by Mechanization Groups in 1950,
gives proof that the most highly mechanized regions have decided advan-
tages in terms of medical care.
Mechanization, according to the reports of a significant percentage
of workers on mechanized farms, has reduced the work of farmers and
given them more leisure time. Although the proportion of respondents
admitting these changes differed rather widely from Mechanization
Group to Mechanization Group, over one-half of the total number
expressed such opinions. In fact, as many as two-thirds of the inter-
viewees stated that they were not working as hard.
The implications of shorter hours and more leisure time for farmers
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are many. In the first place it is another indication that agricultural
systems are becoming more like factory systems. Secondly, it provides
an opportunity for rural people to become more concerned with off-farm
leisure-time activities. A third possibility is that it will tend to make
farm work more attractive to many persons not formerly interested in
this occupation. All in all, farm communities will probably move more
and more in the direction of secondary groups for recreation.
The vast majority of interviewees agreed that rural people partici-
pate more in social and recreational activities at the present time. Such
PERSONS PER DOCTOR RELATED TO MECHANIZATION
800 1000 1200
PERSONS PER DOCTOR
FIGURE 8. Persons Per Doctor, by Mechanization Groups, Louisiana, 1950. Source of
data: 1950 Census of Population, Preliminary Count, Series PC-3, Num-
ber 4, and Paul H. Price and Homer L. Hitt, The Availability of Medical
Personnel in Rural Louisiana, Baton Rouge: Louisiana Agricultural Ex-
periment Station Bulletin No. 459, 1951.
might be suspected in view of the greater amount of leisure and higher
incomes of farmers. As may be seen in Table XVI, the types of activities
which show an increased participation include radio listening, movie
attendance, social gatherings of all kinds, and school programs. The
latter has already been discussed under a previous heading.
Somewhat surprising is the inverse relationship between mechaniza-
tion and increased participation in the above activities. Why the
farmers in the least mechanized group should be more convinced that the
above is true is subject to speculation. The most plausible explanation
seems to be the one used in connection with similar inter-relationships
in previous analyses. Perhaps persons who have been at an extremely low
level of participation are more impressed with changes which approach
the nature of "kind," whereas persons in areas where more participation
has been prevalent note only a change in "degree."
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It is possible however to speculate on the end results of more social
participation by rural people. First, an assumption of functions once
performed by the family by other social institutions is indicated. Such
an eventuality, in conjunction with certain trends already pointed out,
suggests a movement away from primary to secondary relationships
in rural areas. This is a change away from the traditional mechanistic
solidarity based on homogeneity of rural society towards an organic type
solidarity based on specialization and division of labor. The latter type
cohesion is, as Smith points out, more characteristic of urban societies.
Changes in Town-Country Relations
The iinderstanding between farmers and town people is improving
as rural people are becoming more urban-like in their loays of living,
attitudes, and philosophies. Four out of every five persons who were
interviewed expressed opinions alluding to changes of the above nature.
Mechanization Group variations are slight but indicate an inverse rela-
tionship between mechanization and opinion. Again the explanation
heretofore used to explain like associations seems to apply. In fact, the
consistency with which the least mechanized groups tend to be more
aware of certain changes may be construed as proof of the validity of this
explanation.
The significance of a narrowing of the differences between rural
and urban populations is great. Many interesting developments may be
envisioned. For example, it is probable that changes will be forth-
coming in political alignments, consumption habits, ideologies, tradi-
tions, and values. If such changes occur, they will, in turn, outdate
present understandings of group behavior and characteristics in rural
areas.
IV. CONCLUSIONS
The salient findings of the above report may be stated in succinct
form as follows. Agricultural mechanization stimulated by the economic
motive is proceeding at a rapid rate in Louisiana. It has been respon-
sible to a greater or lesser degree for many changes on the farm and in
farm people. Together with other technological advances and changes
in ideologies and philosophies it has worked and is working to reduce
the differences between the two heretofore quite distinct residential seg-
ments of the population—the rural and the urban. The fact that much
social change is taking place in farm areas emphasizes that rural society
is dynamic and not static in nature—that characteristics which describe
it today may not hold tomorrow. There is both a warning and an oppor-
tunity for Rural Sociologists in the above knowledge. They must ever
be on the alert to detect and call attention to changes in rural life. At
the same time their work will never be done or become uninteresting.
12 T. Lynn Smith, Sociology of Rural Life, Rev. Ed., New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1947, pp. 37-38.
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V. SUMMARY
1. All farm areas of the State of Louisiana have been characterized
by substantial gains in agricultural mechanization during the last 20
years. The most highly mechanized region of the state centers in what is
commonly known as the Sugar parishes of south Louisiana, The next
highest mechanized parishes are somewhat scattered. Included in this
group are the inner tier of the upper Mississippi Delta parishes, the lower
tier of the so-called Florida parishes in southeast Louisiana, and several
southwest Louisiana rice-growing parishes. The third highest group of
parishes, according to degree of mechanization, includes the remaining
rice-growing parishes of southwest Louisiana, several adjacent mixed-
farming parishes, three upper Red River Delta parishes, and four outer
Mississippi Delta parishes. Parishes with the least concentration of
mechanization, except for three upper Florida parishes and one south
central parish, are all found in the north and central Hill and Cut-over
areas.
2. Although the depression, AAA program, and World War II are
given credit for setting in motion processes which precipitated agricul-
tural mechanization in the southern region, individual farmers over the
state name economy, labor shortage, and efficiency, in that order, as the
most important reasons why they have mechanized. A lack of necessary
finances ha^ deterred farmers who have not mechanized but who intend
to do so, while age, lack of finances, and lack of land have discouraged
operators who are not mechanized and who do not plan to mechanize.
Non-operators have mixed emotions about mechanization. However,
those on mechanized farms are favorably inclined toward machines.
3. In Louisiana, the mechanization of farms has been directly asso-
ciated with a steady advance in the number of tractors, trucks, imple-
ments, and machinery; a decrease in draft animals; an increase in live-
stock other than workstock; an increase in owner-operated farms; a
decrease in numbers of sharecroppers and laborers; absentee ownership;
a decrease in the number of farms; an increase in the size of farms; an
increase in total value of farm products produced; and a higher level of
living.
4. Social chang^es taking place in rural areas of Louisiana, which
are more or less associated with agricultural mechanization, include
decreases in rural population; improvements in the equipment, faculty,
and attendance of rural schools; a loosening of the ties on individual
members of the rural family; a loss of many of the rural family's func-
tions to other social institutions; a decline in the influence of the rural
church; a decrease in mutual aid practices; an increase in leisure time;
an increase in social participation; and improved town-country relations.
5. In the final analysis, it may be pointed out that there is an
increasing commercialization of farming and an increasing urbanization
of rural populations in Louisiana. Both of these trends are in large
measure due to the mechanization of agricultural systems.
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